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July 20, 2011 

Mr Gary Miller 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6 
Superfund Division (6SF-RA) 
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 

Ms. Barbara A. Nann 
Assistant Regional Counsel 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6 
Superfund Division (6RC-S) 
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 

Mr. Stephen Tzhone 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6 
Superfund Division (6SF-RA) 
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 

Via Email 
and Certified Mail Return Receipt Requested 
7002 2030 0000 42311210 

Via Email 
and Certified Mail Return Receipt Requested 
7002 2030 0000 42311227 

Via Email 
and Certified Mail Return Receipt Requested 
7002 2030 0000 42311234 

Re: San Jacinto River Waste Pits Superfund Site; Unilateral Administrative Order for 
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study; CERCLA Docket No. 06-03-10; 
Preliminary Site Characterization Report 

Dear Mr. Miller, Ms. Nann and Mr. Tzhone: 

On this date, International Paper Company ("IP") and McGinnes Industrial Maintenance 
Corporation ("MIMC"), Respondents at the above-referenced federal Superfund Site, are 
submitting to the United States Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") Region 6, a Preliminary 
Site Characterization Report (uPSCR") as required by the above-referenced Unilateral 
Administrative Order ("UAO"). 
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The PSCR includes a discussion of soil sampling activities that have been conducted in an 
area south of Interstate Highway 10 ("1-1 0") in Harris County referred to in the PSCR as the 
"southern impoundment" or "impoundment south of 1-10." Most of the discussion in the PSCR 
regarding the southern impoundment is contained in Section 7 of the PSCR but other comments 
regarding the southern impoundment are sprinkled throughout the report. 

MIMC has objected to the investigation of the southern impoundment as a part of this 
remedial investigation (''RI"). See Letter Dated September 10, 2010 from Winstead PC (MIMC 
legal counsel) to EPA and Letter Dated October 21, 2010 from Winstead PC to EPA (attached 
hereto as Attachments A and 8, respectively). The submittal of the PSCR on behalf of MIMC does 
not constitute a waiver of MIMC's continuing position that the southern impoundment is not part of 
the "Site" as defined by the UAO and that MIMC is not a responsible party for the southern 
impoundment. No credible evidence exists to MIMC's knowledge that the southern impoundment 
was owned or operated by MIMC or that MIMC arranged for or transported waste to and selected 
the southern impoundment for disposal of wastes. 

The PSCR is submitted by MIMC due to the requirement in the UAO to submit a report to 
EPA regarding the initial Site characterization and EPA's insistence that the southern impoundment 
information be included in that report. Any references or inferences in the PSCR to the southern 
impoundment being a part of the Site as defined in the UAO are inadvertent and should not be 
construed as a waiver of MIMC's position that the southern impoundment is not part of the Site. In 
fact, for the purposes of the PSCR, the Respondents have defined the "Site" to be the Preliminary 
Site Perimeter created by EPA for purposes of this Rl. Moreover, any figures or tables contained 
in the PSCR related to the southern impoundment, that include a reference to the "Site" or the "San 
Jacinto River Waste Pits Superfund Site", shall not be construed as a waiver of MIMC's position 
that the southern impoundment is not a proper subject of the Rl required by the UAO. 

Please do not hesitate to call if you have any questions regarding this matter. 

ARA:cm 
Attachments 

cc: David Keith 
Jennifer Sampson 
John Cennak 
Sonja lnglin 

Sincerely, 

A bvJ II_ L 
Albert R. Axe Jr. 
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Austin Dallas Fort Worth Houston San Antonio The Woodlands Washington, D.C. 

direct dial: 512.370.2806 
aaxe@winstead.com 

401 Congress Avenue 

Sui te Z100 

Austin, Texas 78701 

512.370.2800 OFFICE 

51Z.370.Z850 FAX 

winstead.com 

September 10, 2010 

Mr. Stephen Tzhone 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
Superfund Division (6SF-RA) 
1445 Ross A venue, Suite 1 200 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Ms. Barbara A. Nann 
Assistant Regional Counsel 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
Superfund Division (6RC-S) 
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Via Email and 
Certified Mail Return Receipt Requested 

Re: San Jacinto River Waste Pits Superfund Site; Unilateral Administrative Order for 
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study; U.S. EPA Region 6, CERCLA Docket 
No. 06-03-10 

Dear Ms. Nann and Mr. Tzhone: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") Region 6 has notified McGinnes 
Industrial Maintenance Corporation ("MIMC") and International Paper Company, identified as 
the Respondents in the above-referenced Unilateral Administrative Order (''UAO''), that it has 
information that indicates an additional impoundment is located south of 1-10. This information 
indicates that the additional impoundment contains material similar to that disposed of in the two 
impoundments located within the 20.6 acre tract of land north of 1-10 that is included within the 
definition of "Site" in the UAO. EPA bas directed the Respondents to take surface and 
subsurface soil samples in and around this additional impoundment south of 1-10 to determine 
the nature and extent of any actual or threatened releases. 
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MIMC denies any responsibility for the additional impoundment located south of I-1 0 
and contends that the area south of I-1 0 where this impoundment may be located is a separate 
"facility'' or "site" under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act ("CERCLA"). Therefore, MIMC respectfully declines to participate in the 
sampling activity south of I-10. As further support for MIMC's position, please consider the 
following: 

1) The additional impoundment located south of I-1 0 ("South Impoundment") is not 
located on property that is contiguous to the 20.6 acre Virgil C. McGinnes, Trustee property 
("McGinnes Tract") on which the waste impoundments that are the subject of the UAO and 
associated RifFS are located. 

2) The South Impoundment is separated from the McGinnes Tract by property owned by 
the State of Texas/Texas Department of Transportation ("TxDOT"). Recent sampling conducted 
on the TxDOT right-of-way supports MIMC's contention that waste constituents from the 
McGinnes Tract have not migrated from the McGinnes Tract, across the TxDOT right-of-way, to 
the area south of I-1 0 where the South Impoundment is thought to be located. Thus, the South 
Impoundment does not represent an area where waste constituents from the McGinnes Tract 
have come to be located. 

3) According to the May 1966 Texas Department of Health report on the waste disposal 
operations of Champion Paper Company's Pasadena Paper Mill, the South Impoundment is a 
separate waste disposal area (referred to in the report as the "older site") that was used for the 
disposal of waste from June 1965 to September 1965. The work at the South Impoundment was 
performed by the Ole Peterson Construction Company, with MIMC taking over operations on 
September 13, 1965 at the "newer site" (i.e., the McGitmes Tract) located north of l-10. As 
stated in the report, "the older site was used prior to McGinnes Corp. taking over the operation . . 
. " Available evidence indicates that waste was disposed of at the "newer site" between 
September 13, 1965 and early May 1966. 

4) The disposal of wastes generated by the same company on two separate tracts of land 
does not make the two tracts part of the same "site" or "facility'' under CERCLA. If this were 
the case, every Champion Pasadena Paper Mill waste disposal location could be considered part 
of the same site. This is not consistent with CERCLA or EPA's rules and guidance adopted 
pursuant to CERCLA. 

5) The UAO requires the Respondents to respond to or remedy the release or 
threatened release of hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants at or from the "Site". 
Since the South Impoundment is a separate disposal area, not impacted by the release or 
threatened release of hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants from the McGinnes Tract, 
MIMC maintains that the impoundment is not subject to the UAO and should not be included in 
the investigation being conducted jointly by the Respondents. 
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Please let me know if you have any questions regarding this matter. 

cc: John Cermak 
David Keith 

Idle 

AUSTIN l\6l0495v2 
4R414-1 -09/09/2010 

Sincerely, 

Albert R. Axe, Jr. 
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WINSTEAD Austin Dallas Fort Worth Houston San Antonio The Woodlands Washington, D.C. 

AlbeJt R. Axe 
direct dial: 512.370.2806 
aaxe@winstead.com 

October 21,2010 

Mr. Stephen Tzhone, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
Superfund Division (6SF-RA) 
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Ms. Barbara A. Nann, Assistant Regional Counsel 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
Superfund Division (6RC-S) 
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

401 Congress Avenue 

Suite 2100 

Austin, Texas 78701 

51 2.370.2800 OFF/Cl 

512.370.2850 FAX 

wins tead.com 

Via Certified Mail 

Via Cert~fied Mail 

Re: Response Regarding Sampling of Southern Impoundment 
San Jacinto River Waste Pits Superfund Site, Harris County, Texas 
UnilateralAdministrative Order, CERCLADocketNo. 06-03-10 ("UAO") 

Dear Stephen and Barbara, 

This letter is being submitted on behalf of McGinnes Industrial Maintenance Corporation 
("MIMC") in response to (i) the October 8, 2010 letter from the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency ("EPA") to the undersigned responding to the September 10, 2010 letter written on 
behalf of MIMC regarding the sampling of a waste pit south of I-1 0 ("South Impoundment"), 
and (ii) the October 7, 2010 letter from EPA Region 6 to Dr. David Keith regarding notification 
of alleged non-complian.ce with the above-referenced UAO. The alleged non-compliance relates 
to the failure ofMIMC and International Paper Company ("IP") to incorporate comment number 
four of EPA's August 26, 2010 comments into the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
("RifFS") Work Plan ("WP"). EPA's comment number four also related to the performance of 
surface and subsurface sampling of the South Impoundment. 
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The UAO was sent to MIMC and IP (collectively refetTed to as the "Respondents") 
pursuant to a letter dated November 20, 2009 and became effective on the same date. The UAO 
requires the Respondents to conduct an RI/FS for the above-referenced Site. Under Section IX 
of the UAO, the "Site" is defmed as: 

"the San Jacinto Waste Pits Superfund Site located in Pasadena, Harris County, 
Texas, encompassing approximately 20.6 acres, partially submerged, tract of land 
bounded on the south by Interstate Highway 10, on the east by the San Jacinto 
River main channel, and on the north and west by shallow water off the River's 
main channel and depicted generally on the map attached as Appendix B." 

Paragraph 53 of the UAO describes the work required to be conducted by the 
Respondents. Specifically, the "Remedial Investigation" and the "Feasibility Study" are defined 
as follows: 

The Remedial Investigation (''RI") shall consist of collecting data to characterize 
site conditions, determining the nature and extent of the contamination at or from 
the Site, assessing risk to human health and the environment and conducting 
treatability testing as necessary to evaluate the potential performance and cost of 
the treatment technologies that are being considered. (emphasis added). 

The Feasibility Study ("FS") shall determine and evaluate (based on treatability 
testing, where appropriate) alternatives for remedial action to prevent, mitigate or 
otherwise respond to or remedy the release or threatened release of hazardous 
substances, pollutants, or contaminants at or from the Site. (emphasis added). 

Thus, the work required to be conducted by the Respondents under the UAO consists of 
an investigation of the conditions at the Site, as defined in the UAO, and those areas 
contaminated by hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants from the Site. 

Subject to certain defenses, Respondents notified EPA of their intent to comply with the 
UAO and have proceeded in good faith to do so. The recent directive from EPA, however, to 
conduct a surface and subsurface investigation of the South Impoundment is beyond the scope of 
the UAO and appears to be based on a faulty legal premise. 

Based on our discussions with IP representatives and IP's October 18, 2010 letter 
regarding this subject, IP has stated that it is willing to conduct the South Impoundment 
investigation. This is not surprising given that (i) IP is legally responsible for the waste disposal 
practices of Champion Paper Company and (ii) Champion used the South Impoundment for the 
disposal of its wastes. The same clarity that exists relative to IP's responsibility for the South 
Impoundment does not exist with respect to MIMC's involvement with this impoundment. 
Therefore, as stated in MIMC's September 10, 2010 letter, MIMC respectfully declines to 
participate in this investigation. The reasons for this are more fully set out below. 
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Even though MIMC will not participate in the investigation of the South Impoundment, 
the language that EPA has directed the Respondents to include in the RJJFS WP pursuant to its 
comment number four is being added to the WP and a revised WP is being submitted to EPA by 
the Respondents' Project Coordinator. The inclusion of this language in the WP does not 
constitute an admission by MIMC that the investigation of the South Impoundment is within the 
scope of the RIJFS required by the UAO. To the contrary, for the reasons stated in this letter, 
MIMC continues to maintain that this investigation is not covered by the UAO and tl1at MIMC 
has no responsibility for the South Impoundment. 

I. An Investigation ofthe South Impoundment is not covered by the UAO. 

As previously noted in various letters, phone calls, and emails between MIMC and EPA 
Region 6, tv-1IMC assens that the South hnpoundment is separate from and unrelated to the 
"Site," as defined in the UAO. The definition of "Site" is contained in Section IX of the UAO 
and is set out above. This definition provides that the Site is bounded on the South by 1-10. 
Paragraph 7 of the UAO further provides that the Site includes the 20 acre tract of land located 
north of 1-10 (referred to herein as the "Tract") where certain hazardous substances were 
disposed of, "as well as wherever those hazardous substances have been deposited, placed, or 
otherwise come to be located." This definition is consistent with the scope of the Remedial 
Investigation and the Feasibility Study described in Paragraph 53 of the UAO (as set out above), 
both of which require the Respondents to address "contamination" or ' 'hazardous substances, 
pollutants or contaminants" at or from the Site. 

In previous correspondence, MIMC has noted that no evidence currently exists 
demonstrating that the hazardous substances from the Tract have been "deposited, placed, or 
otherwise come to be located" at the South Impoundment. To the contrary, the sampling data 
resulting from the soil sampling conducted by the Respondents on the Texas Department of 
Transportation ("TxDOT") right of way ("ROW") that separates the Tract from the area south of 
I-10 where the South Impoundment is located, tend to show that the wastes from the Tract have 
not impacted the area where the South Impoundment appears to be located. (These data are 
discussed in more detail below.) 

Additionally, the May 1966 Texas Department of Health report (the "TDH Report") 
regarding the waste disposal operations of Champion Paper Company's Pasadena Paper Mill 
suggests that wastes that may be found at the South Impoundment, if any, would be the result of 
waste disposal operations conducted by Champion Paper Company and the Ole Peterson 
Construction Company ("Ole Peterson"). Ole Peterson is wholly unrelated to MIMC, and the 
operations by Champion and Ole Peterson south of I-10 were unrelated to the operations of 
MIMC at the Tract, which is the subject of the UAO and RIJFS. As stated in the TDH Report: 
"The older site [referring to the South Impoundment] was used prior to McGinnes Corp taking 
over the operation and appears to consist of a pond covering between 15 and 20 acres. The new 
(and present) site [referring to the Tract] consists of an estimated 20+ acres, of which slightly 
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less than 15 are being used. This area contains two ponds." TDH Report at page 2. A copy of 
the TDH Report is attached hereto as Exhibit 1 and incorporated herein by reference. 

In addition to the express language of the UAO itself, recent case law suggests that it is 
appropriate to consider two separate tracts of property as separate "facilities" under CERCLA 
where the properties have different owners and are reasonably or naturally divided into multiple 
parts or functional units. In US. v. Washington State Department of Transportation, WL 
2698854 (W.D. Wash., July 7, 2010) ("WSDOT'), the court analyzed the scope of the word 
"facility'' under CERCLA. The term "facility'' is used instead of "site" in CERCLA and is 
defined to include "any site or area where a hazardous substance has been deposited, stored, 
disposed of, or placed, or otherwise come to be located." 42 U.S. C. § 9601(9). A copy of the 
WSDOT case is attached hereto as Exhibit 2 for your convenience. 

Of particular relevance and importance to this matter, the court noted that "CERCLA was 
not intended to place the cost of the clean up on persons who are not responsible for the 
contamination." Id. at *5. In this case, since MIMC had no known involvement in the disposal 
of Champion waste in the South Impoundment, the efforts by EPA to include this area in the Site 
subject to the UAO and require MIMC to incur the cost of investigating this area runs counter to 
the intent of CERCLA. 

The court also noted that even though two properties could be considered "facilities" 
under CERCLA since hazardous substances are located on both properties, "that does not mean 
the two sites combine into one site to form a single facility." !d. This is also particularly 
relevant to this case as EPA appears to be directing that the South Impoundment be investigated 
under the UAO merely on the basis that hazardous substances (i.e., Champion wastes) are 
located on both properties. 

In WSDOT, the court found that the area which the U.S. wanted to designate as a single 
Superfund site included propetties of several different owners and that there appeared to be no 
common purpose among the different owners. The court further noted that the properties in 
question were reasonably or naturally divided into multiple parts or functional units. As such, 
the court found that the properties in question should be considered separate facilities. See id. 

As noted in our previous conversations with EPA Region 6, it is undisputed that the Tract 
and the South Impoundment are owned by different persons or entities. Additionally, the TDH 
Report states that the Tract and the South hnpoundment were each operated by separate and 
unrelated operators- the South Impoundment by Ole Peterson and the Tract by MIMC. There is 
no evidence that the owners and/or operators of the Tract and the South Impoundment ever 
shared a common purpose. They appear to have been separately owned and operated at different 
points in time, with the only commonality being that Champion waste was disposed of in each. 
Furthermore, because the TxDOT ROW and I-1 0 separate the two locations, the Tract and the 
South Impoundment location are reasonably and naturally divided into separate areas. Therefore, 
based on these facts, the definition of the "Site" in the UAO, and the court's holding in WSDOT, 
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the South Impoundment area is a separate facility from the Tract. Therefore, EPA's direction to 
MIJ.\.1C and IP to investigate the South Impoundment under the existing UAO is ultra vives, 
arbitrary and capricious. 

While MIMC has acknowledged that it requested authorization to discharge water from 
the South Impoundment in 1966, MIMC has not found any evidence that it actually conducted 
any discharge or other activities at the South Impoundment. MIMC has requested, and it again 
respectfully requests, that EPA Region 6 reveal to MIMC any evidence that it may have to 
demonstrate operation of the South Impoundment by MIMC. Moreover, in light of the October 
18, 2010 letter from IP's counsel to EPA regarding this subject, MIMC respectfully urges EPA 
to send another CERCLA Section 104(e) request for information to IP requesting copies of all 
documents upon which IP's counsel bases his statement that "there is a basis for requiring 
MIMC to also perform the South Pit investigation under the UAO, given (among other things) 
the historical information that suggests that MIMC was involved in managing [sic.] area known 
as the 'south pit' ... ". 

II. Validated sampling data confirm the information previously submitted to EPA 
regarding the apparent lack of connection between the Site and the South Impoundment. 

In a September 3, 2010 letter sent to EPA Region 6 by Anchor QEA on behalf of the 
Respondents, Anchor cited to various data, including certain preliminary dioxin data from 
sampling at the TxDOT ROW north of the South Impoundment, to suggest that no releases or 
threatened releases from the South Impoundment have occurred. Moreover, as stated in the 
September 10, 2010 letter from Winstead PC to EPA Region 6 on behalf of MIMC, such data 
also suggests that waste constituents from the 20.6 acre Tract, on which the waste impoundments 
that are the subject of the UAO and associated RifFS are located, have not migrated from the 
Tract, across the TxDOT ROW, to the South Impoundment. 

Recently, Respondents submitted to EPA the fmal validated data from the soil sampling 
of the TxDOT ROW. The validated dioxin data are virtually identical to the preliminary data 
noted in the September 3 and September 10 letters discussed above, the one difference being the 
2, 3, 7, 8 TCDD result for Sample Location TxDOT 010 which dropped to 5.37 ng/kg dw. A 
figure showing the locations of the soil samples and the final validated 2, 3, 7, 8 TCDD test 
results is attached hereto as Exhibit 3 and incorporated herein by reference. 

The new, validated data reveal the possible presence of some 2, 3, 7, 8 TCDD from the 
Tract at low concentrations, on the portion of the TxDOT ROW located north of I-1 0, 
particularly in Sample Nos. TxDOT 003, TxDOT 004 and TxDOT 005. The results for the 
samples taken from the TxDOT ROW south of I-10, however, revealed primarily background 
levels of dioxin. Sample No. TxDOT 010 showed an extremely low concentration of 2, 3, 7, 8 
TCDD that may be associated with the impoundments on the Tract. The location of this sample 
is immediately south of the Tract whereas the location of the South Impoundment, based on the 
drawing of the impoundment contained in the TDH Report, is southwest of the Tract and close to 
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the Old River. The sample result for TxDOT 009, the sample location closest to the South 
Impoundment, was 0.55 J ng/kg dw, the "J"-flag denoting that the 2, 3, 7, 8 TCDD value is so 
low that the laboratory could not guarantee the value reported. Thus, the available sampling data 
do not support the notion that hazardous substances have migrated from the Tract impoundments 
to the area of the South Impoundment 

m. The disposal of Champion waste in the South Impoundment does not mean that the 
South Impoundment is part of the Site. 

The October 7, 2010 notice of deficiency states that the Respondents are in 
noncompliance with the UAO because they did not incorporate EPA's comment number four 
into the RifFS WP. Comment four provides as follows: 

"( 4) Add new section and language specified: 

6.1.8 Soil Investigation 

US EPA has information that indicates an additional impoundment is located south 
ofi-10. This information indicates the additional impoundment contains material 
similar to that disposed of in the two impoundments located north of 1-10. 
Surface and subsurface soil samples will be taken in and around these 
impoundments to determine the nature and extent of any actual or threatened 
releases." 

EPA's comment appears to be based on the false premise that because Champion waste 
was placed in both the Site impoundments and the South Impoundment, they are both part of the 
same Site under the UAO. This interpretation of the UAO ignores the express definition of 
"Site" in the UAO and potentially subjects MIMC to expansive liability for any area where 
"material similar to that disposed of in the two impoundments located north of 1-10" may be 
disposed of. MIMC cannot be responsible for every Champion Pasadena Paper Mill sludge 
disposal location that has been constructed or used since the mill's inception in 1937. Moreover, 
under the existing UAO (as explained above), MIMC is only responsible for conducting an 
RifFS with respect to the Champion waste disposed of at the Tract, including areas where that 
waste has come to be located. MIMC is committed to conducting an investigation consistent 
with EPA guidance that addresses areas where this waste is located. In contrast, however, EPA's 
comment four directs a surface and subsurface investigation of the South Impoundment based 
merely on the fact that "similar" material is located there. This is beyond the scope of the UAO. 

It is MIMC' s desire to continue to work with EPA in completing the requirements of the 
UAO in a fair manner. In that regard, MlMC remains committed to investigating the Tract and 
defining the extent of contamination resulting from the wastes disposed of at that location. 
Based on the information that we have reviewed, it appears clear that MIMC was not involved in 
any waste disposal operations at the South Impoundment and therefore should not be asked by 
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EPA to incur the additional costs associated with conducting a surface and subsurface 
investigation of that impoundment. If you have any questions or comments, please feel fi:ee to 
contact me at 512-370-2806. 

AA:jtf 
Enclosures 

cc: John Cermak 
David Keith 

AUSTIN_! \613837 v7 48434-1 

Very truly yours, 

Albert R. Axe, Jr. 
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ln l."" 11\!:IIC't.l.tr.l. 

~ 

Th;: lnvc:!:.~lgat.lon coven:<! the p~c.::c:rat. prnct.lc:r: o( di=J'0$'11 or sctt.Jc:<l ~')lfd;; 
rr:fA l.'lc Ql.'\r:aj>ion i':l;x:r proc:c:::;c::., "pr:tcLice which J:; au·rJc<l out. by Uie 
;:c:GIMC3 Ind. ;;.lint-. Corp, .ThJ:; prncUcc coc.::l:;t.:: of Ulc: r<:..owl or t.hc· 
Sct.t.Jco! ... \.c;-J:tJ fr<XT. \1w 5CCc.!ltl:trJ J'Otl-1: ;tl. Q\.'lrti•JM t..'lc t.r1nn•t...:or-l.lnn 
'O(.,t,:,., :an ;:..,..,,, :ulj:.o:r>l. Co \.1..: 

~iii~~!~?~~!!~~; 

Thl$ ,..rllco1l•11' t.;tJlQ of Of'<!r:Jt.lnu Is c::.rrlccl wt. In n cycle or cort.~. Th" 
po:1M Jot. C!\:<r.l'lc., :~r.: :.lluv-:•1 \<>fill wiUo Ul4 1!1!•"-rln l (l>r QIIO !1111 Ql)ll Ulo 

.ot.llc( S•Jo;>r<~•ch!n, ,q nntf h:mllna 1:; u .... n lo<>!Jin on u.~ fu ll fJlt., At. tlo "'"* or 
\1'"' ln-7,•cct.lon, both pi~ Md be<m cJonntod llfUo r.l,out.) l>1r{JO JOJ}da (u~. by 
>:r. :·:r.'ilnn:u} lcr(t t.o rell'.ov•. 'Olin \>1.1111<1 cta.;>lcLo t.lo~ oporktlon unr.ll ll)o 
J>On<l:; :11'\1 t.:r•fn full • llhlch Ill CI:JH.:Cl<:d t.o La IOIII<llo.: Jett.cr t.hb )'"Qr, 



• • 
JL-, "'"'ly:>l:: "r ~ t:ol.:d:! l c:>:: nnt :w:>ll:\l>lc, IAJt. offfd:ol~ G( C!ll"'l'lon 
f;,:!fc:•l<tl 1.!.-.L U•: r;•t.":r\:>1 ""~ ncutr:• l In (1!1, non-w.t.lc, ~nrl :•rl•.:u·fl:t 
/1-!m:,..-::, n,., .!rle•·l n·•(,c:"t;,l "'5<-'flll-,1<-"'~ · :. ciK>~I"'·~' ucr.L<Ic. ot «~~~r.;i - ::u~'l 
as ur..·o! tn -'f.:l c-">rl.~t:-., clr.. Nr. J-:r:<Hr~rc::: r~t•ort.cd th~L he h~:! usc:! It 
.S\.t~O:.:~$fully for •• -.Llht!) fol' hlr. -=·~•lt=nl. lu Uo..: .IJr.s•o~:.l :;Jt<:. 

lh;, ::::ol.:rl:>l ;tf\-...':lr-s t.o ::c.lld iJ"y r;.;,JI!Jy <~nd ~;r. flen<ler::on r~porlctl lh:>t. 
a vo;rtlcat V.•ll "''" !A: Clll In IJ;c: 1''"'1:: "lollc NROvtn!J It, •wl lh"t. lht< 
>.::>!1 \Jill SL>nd. l t. v.\S <~J,;o r~t-ort..!d UO:•t. O.ftJ.:r Lh<: lll'>lcrl=>l h:.c: ::H D s!)ort. 
t.J::c, t.'l:ot. \::ot.cr v!llnot pcno:t.r<~Lc II.- Ur:\t r:,Jn o:~t.e:- vlll ::t4nd onr IL. 
lt. ~ furl.h;:r- rcport.ed \h:IL !Jr:l!'S C"-'l i.e st.:lr-~ e>:1 \.h.: drj ,aterllll ;md 
L'u L 1l ~:111 s;>r~:td ra;rl<!ly > l.'-:us f'-'TU\<=r c.ut.Un!) of! \r.ller. 

lh~ c.alcrl:~.l Is rc:.ovcd by u::c or jett.lng (usl.ng w::Lc ..ater fro:. th;: t.hlrll 
$Ct or po:'l:is) ;md Is Ni!Orlcd t.o ::,., r.:wovcd vlt.ll ;z ::olld con~nt. o! 25;: to 
)0~. 

"' lL 1:.os c::t.l:..3~c\l by ;:r. llcntl.~r::r.ro u •. ,,t co1'plclc clcnnln!l of t.'u: t.llo ponds . 
w;,ut.i r.:::ult. ln "''"'I)V:>l or =>l>vu\. n;;,OCio cu.ltlc y.>rd$ of the mt.erl:ol. Tho 
b;or,g~= · .:::~d · In t.'lc - OP.<;t'!.Hon \:II~ Mid. :.t>;)Ut.-.,1~ y:>rd~ nnd Ulr<:o barj]c~ . 
a.r; ... us"~" Thl$ :.ollo"-s a.~c·!Arse l.o be In t.he proe>!cs of being !ll1ed, cc\e to 
~In l..'\c ;>::'<'c<:~-r. o! being unload.,ct, and Q:\e U. be In tr:atl.sit. Alxn:t 6 bC>IIr:: 
fs . .r~c;ulr.!d for for Lhc CO::I!'Ic.t.c o;.c:r.li.Jon . '1\!0 ahlf't.S have been In ope~l.lCI\ 
;to allow at1 :~.v.:ns" or 6 t.:lr9' loa!l.:; 1.c:r day U. be hauled. 

~.r. ll<ndersG<\ Sl.:>tcd th.,t. the ~t.ed;,J ~:; ac:CUI::Ul:~.'t.lng :ot. ~Jon ot. an 
«St.l~lcd r.>t.e o! 1 ~r!i" l<>'ld ~r d;,y. 

Dl~sal Sit.;: 

t.~ t.chi.IC1:>Cd, ~. dl'cpo~al ,:;t.t.e 1~ :~dJ:occrll. t.o Ll)p S..n J;,cloto River- OL lhu 
: f!>l'.;r 'T.:r'BTJII~ ·>:tt'I\'.U..: .,ol~r, s-ne·.on· t>bu sou·\;h side a! ·u..o nt:fiVi.l' and i.h~. 
ne~"· slw on t.hc ~or.~'l s.t®..,, ~·.oJdc.,- sJ.te "'iis ustd lit' tor t.o .}lc(UI\!\ils "~r,a. 
~):t:ln~ ov'<r- t:hc-.Of"'·r.Jt-loo .Jind. :~p;w.ars . .t.o,conDh:l;. or ;a. pond covo~ln11 ~~-\1):9,1;\ · 
fS. .Pnd 20.hct"cs-. Tl;<, rw:w· (lllld l•ti:::crot,} olte con::I:JL'II .ot 1'111 estll'lnt.ed 20~ 
:~cr~::, of ~len sllgt.t.l:y.kc:o Uo:ou J~ nrc: :'IJ<:Jng ~cd. tMt: "rc:. conwlnJ \.Vjl 
pS>:l<ls,. 

CbCI~,.o.-'.,~,po:'ld!:-.<h~r:.~~IJ:.c}.!!~..Jt!9....ccc~.,JII ,n~~~-l•!H• Levuu M the 
tJrst. J10nt! OJ>i>c="f' II)~ In gm ~11-,;n:, vlUa pc~ttslbly •JJ!jl\1. '"P"!P• 1/!iUor 
the JC:COI\d pc..'\4 '!Ud~ :alld1t.-looa1 vor!C on t.he lcvuu. A~eordlr~ t-o l".r, ):C0JrwU1 
~t. ""rothu h:ls prohlbl~d the propel" eoaplct.lon o! the lc'Rl!S al\ll D6dlt:IOI\III 
110<1< h Lobe dana 11~ soon-~ po::l'lblo. 

'Jhq tvo IIC\1 JlOOlb QrO Coanneu.f VIU\ II ¢1'11(1\ llna t.o 1111r>~ \.ho f)OV O( IICCIU' 
113l4r (lnduJI.ng noln ant.cr) !rort J>Ontf/1 I.D pond /21 vl\4rG II. collrct, nculr 
tht~- b:lrg4 unloqdln!J llrcll. At. t.h<~ prc.sctll. ~~~. tlll• wtor IJ pu:.p:.S bl~1 Into 
t.M borl)cs •nd rvturncd to t.t.c ~ton I'IIJl<lr J>lltnt. llfl~ro It It pllue4 thr011o11 
t.hc lto'L u~tlln:,1 pondll &tnd dht.:lv•rout.l t.o Ul<l CIIIWiel vtl.l\ · t,M ro~c:t. or til• 
ph~.nt et.rhxm~.· ThiJ p<:~rt.lculnr opornl.lon IIIII llf IIIOnLit.ncrd 111t<sr ln L/1• roport, 



• • 
Accvt,!ln!l L<> :Hr.ol '"'''" t:. r ... ·r.:•ll •.<t , w . .;, , .-111.:1' ~ ~ ll<tl ::ul.j.:cl to fh•<>-"llno 
~~t.l c! t ~.t!·!tL L":.<!t ·~•L tlw h•v.:<'S · - U••L 1:; 1 ~nhj<:ct. lu fln<~IIO!f frc•• r:•lnf:tll 
\:'lt~u·U~ L!-.: :tl•l <•( :1 ::L~ •J ...... :.t~c;t. :a:: C1a"l:t .. Ju Ua:cl trV•:J•t., Ute dt::r<•r'.:.&),:•rc::r 
~ l tJat. u.:ll he: C\•\·~t'!tl t-t! t!1 V1U:!" .. 

II. :tlsc. :.1':""':-' u.at. tl:.: •··• t...-rl:•l ui)l ::ul J•Ify n!l.cr !.<:h.g. In the pond~ :. :;hort 
1.1:, · :.nt! ua.:r.: ~.; ... ,)tl ht: "" ''"~·~:r. ,,,_,o(,l.ll!•t.lr>n {l.,._::CCJl'l!;<:, lhe only 11'\lcr Ss 
~~-..L \!a l c!t ,~ \A::::: :;,.;J~>-..f':tLc fn:~ U": :;:.llcJ J.a.atcrt~'l :10c! r:dt.f=tll .. 

f:~~c:;:: ::, ~,.- l> J t.s !ll::po!"!l · 

At t..':c pr•:-:nL Ll r..:, lJ>.': o!XC~:: >~o~ltr tilu:: r:tltt f:ol J ;;!lid• cnllc:ctc:; In t.hc 
p...:o.! :u·u:> [:; ;>'.P.f'>:•J lot? t..'lc t-.-.r._;.::; Mtl 1:; c:~rrlc<l Lac% to Cl\:.;.p l c.n f">J>.:t" 
:.r~: <ii::c."'..:::!j;::l l!u·"u!~"> U:.· fht=tl ::<:L~l l nfl p,"'tl<l::. /tccc.rdln9 t..o ;.:r. ll<:ndcr::on 
:•rul l:r. ~:c.:i l:,>e:: , lhl:: "!":r:•llu:o 1:: nc• l c:cccmnlc:o l :>.'ld Liley are vary 
lnl~t·.::.t.:J In (J:.<IIu!.l Cr.1l l r Uo.: V.tl,;r cutlCJ Ito d l !!clt"l'!;<:<l Into Ut<: l!lll(!l" 
Oil t..l)..: <ll!!f•<!S:Ol :;Jt.:. Til..: ll.:dlt u ..... !.:. In t he r~c:>ova).o( 1'-llcr bcln!J tht<t. 
t..'t<: ::oll:llflc.:tl l ,.n oC' t.h:: :.:lt..l:rl :•l nt.d l.!tc dra lnln:J or t he: Lc.Jt wlcr \IW.ld 
a) JcM L~~ dl:~t;:er~o: of QOI'\: 'WC!;t..~!: \,· t.:u: nr\!;~ . 

1<:> ex:•::.?~;: o( thl:: is 1...'1~ olclcr ;tr.::. (Soul.!• of Lhn Huy), loth<::-:< t.l\:! \.~ter 
TOl:l!:-=S t'r:>:. .3 - S r ..... t. dee;> •. J'r', Kin!.-"'111 """ :. l'llMW tuc~c:t. l~ of cnnt.-

. aln:r s":"'~q;o:c! l rt t.hi:: v.ttcr vi C..'t flch In I L :~nd npor t.-:d 1..'\:lt Ulcy h~d ~m 
there for ScV.:r:tl "<:Cl::: . TI""';: J'l!:h (or ct l nno:e) ~J;:r" ln good ca:xJ I tlo.~. 

S•::o;>lc:: \:.:N col hcte::l or the •:atcr In the v:lrloull pit:; &nd subc> l tled to 
Clc A~Lln Stnt.: D;.pt.. or H;::.lt.h U.horatot"J ! or nonlys l::. The S:l~">les and 
Lh~ lr ~~ul~s ~r~ a~ folio~: 

Point. of c;,ll p!l ~ Sull'h::.l.c::: Clllorldoc ~ 
/1 - r.ou l'ontl 12 - near 7.11 1$90 5 7?0 2!) 

pt. or r~Lum to t.:•rsr. 

/2 - t:c11 l'ond /1 7 . lj · ?' 2,!j00 Jl lJ10 :;21, 

I) - S=.:\ Jac-Into River - 7.) 2.$ 78 1.6) )6 
ncar b:>.rglng pt. 

/ !1 - Old l'ontl - SouUt 8. ) 11.0 !:0 2Cli'.>.'l 20 
o! Uuy 13 

ln !)Cncr;tl npjl:::ar..r,cn, 10nr;plc~ /1 nn•l/? wuru vert dllrk Ill U1 ~~ ao;~:.,wlll\1. 
ll (;ht..:r . The ~tcr frotll Ute older JK~Itd (!:;.,pplu 111) t~'>d bc:<rlt tm<llcturUd 
(r>r ~c.rJt 6 t.o 7 n~nt.h:. 

0 

0 

"·" 
1.2 



• • c·.-. .. · .. : ·. 

<•~fic{;•t:. o!' ~·~~!; c..\:;•·.;,f,-:. ~:\!!"\! r ..• ~t.. ~~;,xl<r.;:. to ·o~or'"d :;<1:-~..:Udag o:.at. 
r-... ~"'1-r~~.:.c:: ~.t:: :-·u, .. ! c:~ :...:;:,...;; t.U:!i ... ;..: .. t. Jt. ;t-p,~ar:; !.h!•\. !:e\·..:t!:J.J.- ua.r.:.s::. 
a:~r~ t o 1 ... : Ct~.S i tl..: t".:cJ l:t l!.- t.t.tl-.:t· ~ 

1. lh-! ly;.;: or C"::.l·~ hov•'l"--.! 1:: nol c:.~y to !i"~ rid of, l.lu:n! •= :t ):u·~.,. ;.:.:.v;;.L or t..h:: •::l::t...e, :tr:.t! L'l~;-..: ~' J 1. f,r: a:. CV'e'.:l 

Jnrs.:r ::r.-t"''~ In l!, .• fur . .,, . .,, Tid:: Jarscr ~nounl >rill be du" lo 
l!tO: U•!C1 :.; .. J 1 .. • ,.,. cr(ir.i•-:,t, \;.l!'ik lJ1!:tl.t.cu\. tr~uft¢.:(.-rtl,. \!'\>1 l 
Is lo J .. J•t"·•\·i·!.:·l h.;· c,-:-.·f,,, f::1...:r. 

2. Very l:u·:,oc tr ;.,·t~ C.·!' l:,:r<l \.:vu!cl b::. r~•~ rretJ (c.t· exlc. ... ..<t~d 
o; .. -s-:-.liua t•f Ud!. t..y; .. • .. :..t.wl U1l:: J:•:ll \.:Oo]d 11-:!t'"l lo ~ :.ccc.:::::lble 
to lnr!:o::: - :;c• «1 t;aJor- i< fv,.::r$. or ~t..rc:nv. ~;;;.:•r-~"\l)J, ':he 
CC>..:;••!!}' o!flt:l:.l:: f· ·.-1 u.·.t u"'Y c:,,, r«\.un. 1.-fo ll"' •·r~a!- :.rt.er 
lO l~rlo.l v[ \.i,_.: ;m.t ch:Jr•~ll. :ut.fllhm~ l ""'~<:J'llll, Tnf:; \.'tluld 
I.e ~oc.::,:r.:m ry lo !)OL lll<: full ""t:c:rll.fru.. Uo<: Jnro<l. 

). Tncr.: Is no c:u·iu:L for ~~·cl• ~Ao'llerlal for u=e ;~s fill =:oLorl::.). 

I;. ft. a)~<• "i'''~::~s t.!ol\1. C<·:•t.h~JJ_,<l or,::r:.Ut~h \:v,l•l ~.,;,~1:><1 0:1 1.!11: 
~!--£ 1 ft.y to r clc!"';'\ L'l-: ..-<oll~r orr t.."'ac ~..,:!!- t.:. t...,_~ a-:!Jae~nt. t:!.r.z:..r. 
r;ol~"r llo"n r.:lu•~• I L \." ,u," J•l:onl. 

Tne o~r;,t.(O:\ ~:-.d Lh;:: tl<:Cd ror !;•""!.::llltn:) ll!l :.p;>l l e>o\.1<>" fo:- a J:>erc.ll. fr= 
u~ t.iC:1 Q~ df:..c:u::os~:<! ~ft.. .. ;.:r. J:~~r::~ ~d ~·. ;:r-~[n:sc£, ~t. f$ 
u~r:::t.oo<l ll'.:>l ::uc-'1 " J<r.tlL ~wltl !~ c.t.t.-, Jr,c<! by~=~. J-:eGJ:onr:: r.>L....,cr u,;.u 
~,r>C>-...,.,11)0· Th<f:-o: 1:: <l;>i•lr<:nlly ll'.<: lho-•~l, or pl:m, tl•~t. "r. I".<:Ginnt:s. 
'<'I'.Jid o!a:O.~ I n Ulc p;rr.lt a:u! h:o::dl.- Lhc WH<::> fro.• Cll'tq•lon ulldtr c:o:\~r~oct 
(t.li;: ;r.-~:e.-.1. ::;:l-u;>) "nd U:~r• l•l::o t.:o:~c car.: o! su~ olhcr lnlustrl:tl •rost.e:>. 
t..'iiit. h.: :::rs."t. h.: a !.lie: .to ha:\dt:: (not !ro:r. ·Ch~lo;l)' · 

Jt. Js u~, ~rl wr's ufl<!crsl'lt;C:fr·!l ll.:•~ nn~hln!J '"'" t.o 1><: ~!""" In the ~:.»y o! 
lt p:mlt. ~t•plfc:tt.l~ unt.ll Ute r~:uJ l~ of l./1;: ~:tPople ~r•••ly::cr. ~n: rcc;:lvc~, 
~t. t.>ta~ llr.~ , l.':.: C~Jl!)ti}' o!'flcfal~ \l:>ul-:1 ~l In U>uch vll!t t.'"' ~i'C9 an:1 1~• 
st.c(f lo C:ISCU$S l.t..: u:~Lt.o:r furUo.~r :ot .. 1 S"t. L'lc lhlnldn!J of W Coard In 
ll!t1~ o! Ute s:>.-.;>te r"~ul~. Dy lhl\t. " '"'·'• Ule cC>:>~;>:tnh::; s:'lould ?.l:<o hnv: 
lnfoJ~'lll c.:• r~:;ot;-Jiro!l lh.: ch•"dc:•l cn;,t~:ut. or u,,, '"''tcrlnl . H ~r.~s full. lh'lt. 
t.h(:; VWJd ~ the bc::t. ilf9r ll<'\dl t o l11c r;.'\t.ler SfiiCO lhe prcscnl cyc:Ja of 
o:;x:rat.loa -.-zs -etscalla ll:t co::;>leted t>!\1 t.h·,c 'I:<>'Jl6 ~ av~Jlablt t.b d t.har 
o!>t:>ln " ·~~l t. tor lh'! Of-"l"liLion - or wo:-'.t out a dlf(t:"rl:nt. v..:U1,<i of dla­
po::al~ fori or 1.<:> ll'~ nc<>d for r;:n;:;.:.:d r~r.ov:o J or lh~> ..-..~tt JJILcr lnl. 
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loislaw Federal District Court Opinions 

U. S. v. WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OE' TRANSPORTATION (lv .D.Wash. 7-7-2010) 

UNITED STATES OE' AMERICA, Pl aintiff and Counterclaim Defendant , v . 

WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION , Defendant and 

Counterclaimant . 

Case No. 08-5722RJB. 

United States District Court, W. O. Washington, at Tacoma . 

July 7, 2010 

ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFF'S MOTION E'OR PARTIAL SUMMARY J UDGMENT 

ROBERT BRYAN, Distri ct J udge 

This matter comes before the Court on Plaintiff 's Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment on Liability Re: Coal Tar Contamination 
(Dkt . 80). The Court has considered the motion, responses, and 
the relevant documents herein. 

I. FACTUAL AND PROCEOURJU. BACKGROUND 

This is a CERCLA suit brought by t he United Stat es against the 
Washington State Department of Transportation ( "WSDOT" ) to 
recover costs incurred in responding to releases of hazardous 
substances into the Thea Foss and Wheeler Osgood Waterways 
("Waterways "), which are within the Commencement Bay/Nearshore 
Tidelands Superfund site ("CB/NT Superfund site" or "CB/NT"). 
Dkt. 80 , p. 6-9. Defendant WSDOT is alleged to own or operate 
parcels of land ("Tacoma Spur Property") near the Waterways and 
within the CB/NT Superfund site. Dkt . 
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80, p . 9-11, Dkt. 86, p. 5- 6. on the Tacoma Spur Property, WSDOT 
built South A Street to connect downtown Tacoma with Dock Street 
and the waterfront . Dkt. 86, p . 2 . WSDOT encountered a high water 
table during ~he constructi on of South A Street and built a 
"E'rench drain system" to protect the roadway from wate r damage . 
Id. The French dra in system connected to t he s t reet's stormwater 
drain, which ~hen connected with the City of Tacoma storm sewer 
system . Id . The City of T3coma storm sewer system eventually 
drains into the Thea Foss Waterway through ~he "rvest Twin" drain 
at the head of the waterway . Id . 

~lSDOT alleges that the Washington State Department of Ecology 
discovered that coal tar had migrated through the soil into the 
French drain system and into a catch basi n . Dkt. 86, p . 3 . The 
United States alleges that the drainage system installed by WSDOT 
acted as a pathway for coal t ar to be funnel ed i nto the Thea ross 
Waterway, t hus contaminating the Waterways . Dkt. 80, p . 7 . 

On December 2, 2008 , the United States fil ed thi s suit seeking 
recovery of response costs incurred in the c leanup of the 
Waterways und~r CERCLA. Dkt. 1 . On May 27, 2010, the United 
States filed this motion for partial summary judgment regarding 
coal tar contamination. Dkt. 80 . The United States is seeking 
judgment as to liability for coal tar contamination under CERCLA . 
I d. 

II • DISCUSSION 

A. LEGAL STANDARDS 



Summary jud~ent is proper only if the pleadings, the discovery 
and disclosure materials on file, and any affidavits show that 
there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the 
movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. red.R.Civ .P. 
56(c) . The moving party is entitled to j udgment as a macter of 
law when the r.onmoving party fails to make a sufficient showing 
on an essencial element of a claim i n t he case on which the 
nonmoving party has the 
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burden of proof . Celotex Co.rp. v. Catrett, 477 u.s. 317 , 323 
(1985). There is no genuine issue of fact for erial where the 
record, taken as a whole, could not lead a rational trier of fact 
to find for the non ~oving party. Matsushita Elec. Indus. Co. v. 
Zenith Radio Co.rp., 475 u.s. 574, 586 (1986) (nonmoving party 
must present specific, significant probative evidence, not simply 
"some metaphysical doubt . "). See also Fed . R.Civ . P. S6(e) . 
Conversely, a genuine dispute over a material fact exists if 
t here is sufficient evidence supporting the cl aimed factual 
dispute, requiring a judge or jury to resol ve the differing 
versions of the truth . Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc . , 477 .s. 
242, 253 (1986) ; T.W. Elec. Service Inc . v. Pacific Electr ical 
Contractors Association, 809 F.2d 626, 630 (9th Cir . 1987) . 

The determination of the existence of a material fact is often 
a close questi on. The court must consider the substantive 
evidentiary burden that the nonmoving party must meet at trial 
e.g., a preponderance of the evidence in most civil cases. 
Anderson, 477 U.S. at 254, T.W. Elect. Service Inc . , 
809 F.2d at 630 . The court must resolve any factual issues of controversy in 
favor of the nonmoving party only when the facts specifically 
attested by that par ty contradict facts specifically attested by 
the moving party. The nonmoving party may not merely state that 
it will discredit the moving party's evidence at trial, in the 
hopes that evidence can be developed at trial to support the 
claim. T. W. Elect . Service Inc., 809 F.2d at 630 (relying on 
Anderson, supra} . Conclusory, non specific statements in 
aft'idavits are noc sufficient, and "missing facts" will not be 
"presumed." Lujan v. National Wildlife Federation, 497 u.s. 871,, 
888-89 ( 1990) . 

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act of 1980, a:> amended ("CERCLA"), 42 u.s.c. § 9601. et 
seq., was enacted t o facilitate "expeditious and effici ent 
cleanup of hazardous waste sites." Carson Harbor Village, Ltd. v. 
Unocal Co.rp ., 270 F.3d 863, 880 (9th Cir . 2001) . Its secondary 
purpose is to hold responsible parties accountable for cleanup 
efforts. Id. CERCLA accomplishes these goals by imposing strict 
liability on owners 
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and operators of facilities where releases of hazardous 
substances occur. Id. at 870. This liability is joinc and 
several, subject to statutory defenses set forth in 
42 U.S.C. § 9607 (b). See California v . Montrose Cbemlcal Co.rp. of 
California, 104 F.3d 1507, 1518 n. 9 (9th Cir. 1997). 

To recover its costs for engaging in response actions, the EPA 
must prove : (1) the site at which the actual or threatened 
release of hazardous substances occurred constitutes a "facility" 
under 42 U.S.C. § 9601 (9); (2) there was a "release" or 
"threatened release" of a hazardous substance ; (3) the party is 
within one of the four classes of persons subject to liability 
under 42 u.s.c. § 9607 (a) [CERCLA section 107 (a) I ; and (4) the 
EPA incurred response coscs in respond1ng to the actual or 
t:hreatened release . U.S. v. Chapman, 146F.3d1166, 1169 (9th 
Cir . 1998); United States v . Northeastern Pharmaceutical 
& Chemical Co., Inc., 810 F.2d 726, 743 (8th Cir . 1986) 
("NEPACCO") ; 42 u.s.c. § 9607 (a) (4) (A)(defendants may be held 
liable for "all costs of removal or remedial action incurred by 
the United States Government or a State or an Indian tribe not 
inconsistent with t he national contingency plan"). A party may be 



a potential responsibl e party under CERCLA section 107(a) if they 
fall under one of four categories: current owner and operator ­
section 107(a) (1); former owner or operator - section 107 (a) (2) ; 
arranger - section 107(a) (3); or transporter-
section 107(a) (4 ) . 42 U. S .C. § 107(a). The United St ates i s arguing t hat 
WSDOT is liable under secti on 107(a) (l) or (2), but is r eserving 
any other theori es of l i ability (i.e . liability under 
sect ions 107 (a) (3) & (4)) . Dkt 80 , p . 18 n. 3. 

B. OWNER/OPERATOR LIABILITY 

Under CERC~- section 107(a) (1) , a party may be l i able if i t i s 
t he owner and operator of a vessel or a facility . 
4 2 u.s.c. § 9607 (a) (1) . The term "facility" means (A) any building, 
str ucture , i nstall ation , equipment, pipe or pi peline . . . or (B) 
any site or area where a hazardous substance has been deposited, 
s t ored, disposed of, or placed, or otherwi se come to be locat ed . 
42 u.s.c. § 9601 (9) . Additionally, a party may be liabl e if at 
the t i me of disposal of any hazardous 
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substance it owned or operated any facili t y at whi ch such 
hazardous subst ances were disposed of. 42 U.S.C. § 9601 (a) (2) . 

Pl aintiff argues that WSDOT has admitted the first three 
e l ements i n i ts answer and discovery responses, and t hat the 
fourth element i s established by undi sputed factual evidence that 
WSDOT is the current o•mer of the Tacoma Spur property. Dkt . 80 , 
p. 19. Plai ntiff als o s t ates that there i s undisputed factua l 
evidence that establ ishes t hat WSDOT was t he owner and operator 
of that pr operty and of t he DA-1 drainage system[fnl) at the time 
that system disposed hazardous substances i nto t he Waterway. I d . 
Therefore , Pl aintiff contends, t he Defendant is l i able under 
CERCLA Section 107(a) as t he current owner of contaminated 
property and as t he owner and operator of that property at t he 
t i me of discharge . Dkt. 80, p. 18. 

Defendant responds by asserting that it is not the owner or 
operator of the facility at the t ime the Unit ed State incurred 
costs. Dkt. 86, p . 5. Def endant asserts t hat the c l ean up by the 
United St ates involved the Thea Foss Waterway, not t he Tacoma 
Spur Property, where no response costs were incurred, and that 
the Tacoma Spur Property is not the subject of the suit . Dkt. 86 , 
p . 5-10 . Defendant next argues t hat even if the highway property 
were a facility, WSDOT is not the owner of that property; the 
State of Washington is the o1.1ner. Dkt. 86, p . 11. Fi nally, the 
Defendant asserts that operation of t he French drain for t he 
purpose of removing groundwat er does not make WSDOT an operator 
under CERCLA . Id. 

This motion regarding the issue of liability appears to par t ly 
turn on the scope of t he word "facil i ty ." Under CERCLA 
Secti on 107(at (1 ) , the owner and operator of a vessel or a facility is a 
l i able party. Under CERCLA Section 107(a) (2) , any person who at 
the t ime of disposal of any hazardous substance owned or operated 
any facility at which such hazardous 
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substances wer e disposed of is potentially respons i ble. 
Pl aintiff contends t hat "o111nership of one portion of a 'facility • 
- whose boundaries are defined by the extent of contaminat ion, 
not by propert y lines - is sufficient t o establ ish liability f or 
response costs a t t hat facility as a whole ." Dkt. 80, p . 19 . 
Plaint iff argues, i n essence, that t he ent i re CB/NT Superfund 
site is a faci l ity and that Defendant owns property within that 
Superfund site. See I d . Defendant asserts the opposite argument; 
t hat t he CB/NT Super fund site is not a facil ity f or purposes of 
this action, the f acility at issue i s the Thea Foss and Wheel er 
Osgood Waterway, which is not O\vned nor operated by the 
Defendant . Dkt. 86, p. 9-11. 

!ilhile t here is no directl y r elevant case law i n the Ninth 



Circuit, the case of U.S. v . Township of Brighton, 153 F.Jd 307 
(6th Cir. 1998), is particularl y inst ructive . The Brighton case 
invol ved a 15 acre plot in BrighLon Township. Brighton, 
153 F.3d at 310 . The land was owned by Vaughan Collett , and later by Jack 
Collett . Id . The Township of Brighton contracted with Vaughan 
Collett to use his land as a dump for t he town's residents . 
Specifically, three a~re~ in the southwest corner of the property 
were used as the toNnship dump . Id . In 1994, the United States 
brought suit against both the t ownship and Jack Col lett to 
recover response costs under CERCLA after clean up of hazardous 
waste on t he Collett property. Brighton , 153 F.3d at 312 . The 
di strict court found t hat Collett and the township were j ointly 
and severally :iable for the full amount of the response costs. 
Id . The towns~p appealed the decision and argued that the 
Bright on Township dump comprised only three acres in the 
southwest corner of the 15 acres Collett property. Id . Therefore, 
the township a r gued, the government should have defined t he 
bounds of the site in a way that excluded the township dump, 
which did not contain hazardous waste. I d . 

The Brighton court noted that CERCLA defines the term 
"facility" as "any site or area where hazardous substances has 
been deposi ted, stored, disposed of, or placed, or otherwise 
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co,'lte to be located ." Brighton, 153F.3dat312 (ci ting 
42 U.S.C. § 9601 (9) (B)) . The Brighton court stated t hat : 

[their] t ask is to determine how broadly or narrowly 
the bounds of the "site" may be drawn. At one extreme, 
t he entire Collett property (or the entire county for 
that matter), coul d be defined as a facility based on 
t he presence of a hazardous substance in one portion of 
i t . At the o-:her extreme , the facility coul d be defined 
with s uch precisi on as to include only t hose specific 
cubi c centimeters of Collett's property where hazardous 
substance were deposited or eventually found. The first 
approach obviously would sweep t oo b roadl y, the second 
too narrowly. 

Brighton, 153 F.3d at 312. The court stated that t he "words of 
the statute su-;gest t hat the bounds of a facility should be 
defined at least in part by t he bounds of t he contaminat ion. " 
Brighton, 153 F.3d at 313. However, the court stated, "an area 
that cannot be r easonably or naturally divided into multiple 
parts or functional units should be defined as a s ingle 
'facility,' even if it contains parts that a r e non-contaminated ." 
Id . The Brighton court concluded that t he entire Collet t property 
was one facility because Collett used t he enti re property as a 
dump . Id. The Brighton court supported this conclusi on by stating 
that t he facts show that local household and commercial dumping 
was l argely, but not completely, limited to the southwest corner 
of the property; that refuse was moved around on the property; 
and t hat Collett pl aced materials from non-residents and 
i ndustri es in other parts of t he site. I d. Finally, the Brighton 
court noted that "[i]f the township was onl y connected to the 
south\;est corner, the appropriate pl ace to draw that disti ncti on 
is in the divisibility analysis [of CERCLA], not in the bounding 
of the facility . " Id . 

I n this case , the United States defines facili ty as 
encompassing the entire CB/NT Superfund sit e, while WSDOT defines 
facility as either the ~!aterway or the Tacoma Spur Property . The 
United States ' asse r ted definition of facility is too br oad . I f 
t he Court was to adopt t he Onited States' definition of facility, 
then liability could be imposed broadly and on persons not 
r easonably related to the contamination. In other words, a 
property owner whose property does not contain hazardous 
substance but is within such a "facilit y" could be f ound to 
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be an owner of t he faci l ity and thus l iabl e under CERCLA f or 



response costs . CERCLA was not intended to place the cost of 
clean up on persons who are not responsible for the 
contamination. See U.s . v . Bestfoods, 524 u.s . 51 , 56 (1998) 
("those actually responsible for any damage , environmental harm, 
or injury from chemical poisons may be tagged wi th the cost o! 
their actions.") 

Under CERCIJ!, facility means any building , structure, 
installation, equipment, pipe or pipeline, or "any site or a.rea 
where a hazarcous substance has been deposited, stored, disposed 
of, or placed, or otherwise come to be located . " 
42 u.s.c. § 9601 {9) (A) & {B) . Onder the plain meaning of the statutory 
provision, both the Waterways and the Tacoma Spur Property could 
be considered facilities s ince hazardous substances are located 
at both sites. However, that does not mean the two sites combine 
into one site to form a single facility. In the Brighton case, 
the site at issue was owned by one person, Jack Col lett. 
Moreover , the Brighton court found that the enti re site was used 
for a common purpose , a dump. I n this case, the CB/NT Superfund 
site appears to i nclude t he properties of several di fferent 
owners, inclucing WSDOT, and there appears to be no common 
purpose among the different owners. ~xcluding other properties 
and focusing en only the Waterways and the Tacoma Spur Property, 
it still appears that there are different owners and different 
purposes. Moreover, the Waterways and the Tacoma Spur Property 
are reasonably or naturally divided into multiple parts or 
functional units . E'or these reasons, the Naterways and the Tacoma 
Spur Property should be considered separate facilities . 

Since they a re separate facilities, the next step is to 
determi ne which facility might impose liability on the Defendant . 
I t has not been argued nor evidence presented that WSDOT owns or 
operates t he V.aterways. Even if t he Court assumes that WSDOT does 
own and operate the Tacoma Spur ~roperty, it does not necessarily 
mean that it is liable as an owner or operator of a facility 
under CERCLA . The United States incurred response costs here in 
the Waterway, 
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but not on the Tacoma Spur Property . The United States has not 
argued nor asser~ed that it has incurred response costs on the 
Tacoma Spur ~roperty. 

The law is unclear as t o whether CERCLA requires t hat the 
response costs be i ncur red on the property owned or operated by a 
defendant , but CERCLA's purpose is to assign the cost of 
remedia tion to the party actually responsible for any damage, 
environmental harm, or i njury . See Burlington Northern and Santa 
Fe Ry. Co . v. United States, 1 29 S.Ct . 1870, 1 8 7 4 (2009) ("The 
Act was desigr.ed to promote the 'timely cleanup of hazardous 
waste sites' and to ensure that the costs of such cleanup efforts 
were borne by those responsibl e for the contamination"): u.s. v. 
Bestroods, 524 u.s . 51, 56 {1998) {"those actually responsible 
for any damage, envirOPJmental ha rm, or injury from chemical 
poisons may be tagged ~<dth t he cost of their actions. " ). CERCLA 
provides for liability t o attach in !our ways ; current owner and 
operator, former owner or operator, arranger, and transporter . 
42 u.s .c, § 9607{a) . CERCLA section 107(a) (1) states that the owner 
and operator of a facility is liable for response costs . Id. A 
facility is ar.y building, structure, installation, equipment, 
pipe or pipeline . . . or any site or area where a hazardous 
substance has been deposited, stored, disposed of, or placed, or 
otherwise come to be located. 4 2 u.s.c. § 9601 {9) . If the Court 
was to take tte view that response costs need not be incurred on 
the facility owned and operated by the defendant, then liability 
may be imposed on persons not related to the contamination, which 
is not the purpose of CERCLA. Under a broad reading of the 
requirements of CERCLA as is advocated by the Plaintiff, a person 
owning and operati ng a building close to the clean up site (i.e. 
t he Waterways ) may be considered an owner and operator of a 
facility under C~RCLA whether or not that person was responsible 



for contamination of the clean up site. The Court believes that 
this is no~ what CERCh~ intended. The Court believes a better 
interpretation of the requirements of CERCLA is that for 
liability to a;:tach to \~SOOT under CERCLA section 107 (a) (1) , it 
must be the owner or operator of the facility i n which the 
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United States incurred a response cost . To allow otherwise would 
expose a party to liabili ty under CERCLA for merely holding 
property that fit t he definition of facility whether or not that 
party had any actual responsibility in con~arnination . While this 
interpretation of CERCLA section 107(a) (1) may seem narrow, it 
carries out the purpose of CERCLA by allowing liability ~o attach 
to persons who dispose of hazardous materials into the 
environment under CERCLA section 107(a) (3) or (4) , but allows 
persons not reaponsible for contamination to be free of 
liability. In t his case, I~ SOOT is not the owner or operator of 
the Waterways, and t here were no response costs incurred on the 
WSDOT owned Tacoma Spur Property. Therefore , the United states ' 
motion for summary j udgment as to the CERCLA section 107(a) (1) 
should be denied . 

The foregoing analysis also applies to CERCLA section 107(a) (2) 
former owner or operator liability. 

Futhermore, the hazardous substance in this motion is coal tar 
and the facility is the Tacoma spur Property . It is undisputed 
that coal tar ·o~as disposed of at the Tacoma Spur Property. 
However, the United States argues that the coal t ar contaminated 
the Waterways through the drainage systems install ed at the 
Tacoma Spur Property. Dkt. 80 , p. 21-22 . WSDOT contends that 
Waterways contamination is not due to the coal tar bei ng disposed 
of t hrough the drainage system. Instead, WSDOT argues that 
contamination resulted from urban stormwater runoff. Dkt . 86, 
p. 20 . There appears to be a genuine issue of material fact as to 
whether coal tar was disposed of which resulted in removal and 
remedial actions costs. As such, the United States' motion for 
summary judgment as to CERCLA section 107(a) (2) should be denied . 

For the foregoing reasons, the Plaintiff ' s motion for partial 
summary judgment as to liability under CERCLA sections 107(a) (1) 
& (2) should be denied . Since summary judgment as to liability 
under CERCLA sections 107 (a) (1) & (2) is denied, the Court 
declines to address t he arguments regarding affirmative defenses. 
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C • NONMUTUAL OFFENSIVE COLLATERAL ESTOPPEL 

The United States contends that WSDOT has fully litigated its 
liability in connection with the Tacoma Spur Property and 
drainage system in Washington State Superior Court and lost . Dkt . 
80, p . 26. The Uni t ed States argues that under the doctrine of 
"issue preclusion," the s t ate's court ' s judgment and finding of 
f act and law are conclusive against WSDOT. Id. The United States 
specifically cites Pacifico~ Envtl. Remediation co. v. WSDOT, 
No . 07-2-10404- 1 (Wash. Super . Ct. April 30, 2009) to support its 
argument that the issue of l iability is precluded i n this 
litigation. Dkt. 27, p. 27 . WSDOT responds by arguing that 
judgment regarding a state law does not apply to a federal issue, 
and that federa l l aw regarding collateral estoppel applies, not 
state law . Dkt . 86, p. 12- 20 . 

Nonmutual offensive collateral estoppel is estoppel asserted by 
a nonparty to an ear lier action to prevent a defendant from 
relitigating an issue previously decided against the defendant. 
Parklane Hosiery Co., Inc:. v. Shore, 439 u.s. 322 , 326-332 
(1979) . Trial courts are given broad discret ion to determine when 
collateral estoppel should be applied. Id . at 331. "The general 
rule should be t hat i n cases where a plaintiff could easily have 
joined i n the earlier action or where .. the appl ication of 
offensive estcppel would be unfair to a defendant , a t r ial judge 



should not allow the use of offensive collateral estoppel . " Id. 
The Parklane court stated that application of offensi ve 
collateral estoppel may be unfair i f : (1) t he f i r st action was 
f or smal l o r nominal damages and t hat fut ure sui t s a r e not 
foreseeable; 12) t he judgment relied upon as a basis for the 
estoppel is itself i nconsistent with one or more previous 
judgments in favor of the defendant ; or (3) t he second action 
affords the defendant procedura l opportuniti es unavailabl e in the 
f irst accion that could readily caus e a different r esult . Id. 
a t 330- 31. Finally, the Parklane court notes that t he defendant must 
have had a full and fair opportunity to lit igate . Id . at 328. 

I n this case , it would be unf air t o the Defendant for the Court 
to apply offensive estoppel . 
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I n t he Superior court case, t he issue •das whether the Defendant 
violated the Model Taxies Control Act ("MTCA" ) RCW 70.1050, et 
seq . , not whether it violated CERCLA. The United States has 
admitted t hat the MTCA was "heavily patterned" a fter CERCLA, but 
it is not identical to CERCLA. See Dkt . 80, p . 27 n. 9 . 
Therefore , t he issues pr esented in this case may be different 
from t he Superior court case . Moreove r , t here are defenses or 
exemptions in CERCLA that are not found in the MTCA . I t would be 
unjust not to allow the Defendant to avail itself of these 
defenses. Finally, WSDOT has not had t he opportunity t o ful l y and 
fairly litigat e t he CERCLA c l aims . The Superior court case only 
litigated MTCA c l aims. For the foregoing reasons , nonmutual 
offensive collateral estoppel s houl d not be applied in this case 
and the l?laintiff's mot ion f or partial summary judgment should be 
denied . 

III. ORDER 

The Cour t does her eby find and ORDER: 

(1) Plaint iff 's Moti on for l?a rtial Summary Judgment on 
Li abi l ity Re: Coal Tar Contamination (Dkt . 80) is 
DENIED only i nsofar as t he moti on was based on CERCLA 
section 107 (a ) (1) & (2); and 

(2) The Clerk is directed to send copies of t his Order 
to all counsel of record and any party appearing p ro se 
at said party's last known address. 

DATED t his 7th day of July, 2010 . 

[ f nl ] The Plaintiff uses the nomenclatur e "DA- 1 drainage system" in 
its f i lings . The Court wil l use t he nomenclat ure "Tacoma Spur 
Property" generically to refer t o bot h t he drainage system and 
above ground s t ructures . 
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